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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

This research is an investigation of library book

theft at. The Ohio'State University. Specifically, the study

attemptsto answer such ques 'ons-as: who steals library

books, what are their motivations, and what methods do the

use. In addition, opinions of book thieves1' and non-

thieves are examined with regards to what techniques they

feel would best deter,and prevent book theft. .

The focus of this research will be on bookithe t

only. It will not address the question of journal tila-
.

1

tion, periodigal theft, fire or any of the sundry hases

of library material loss. The people who are boo 'thieves

will be determined by self-reporting techniqu'es. A

questionnaire distributed to 466 students will b the

principal research tool. The major theoretical erspective

will be that used to study white collar crime.

History '

Library book theft is not a new problem Librarian's

,,have been aware of this problem for ages. Sinc the twelfth

* Although the term book "thieves" may in some 4nalyses
connotate a professional criminal the term thief and
Stealer will be used interchangeably. In th's regard these
terms refer to a person who takes a book fro the library
in an unauthorized manner.

1
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century, libraries have been plagued by book theft. At

that time, the, librarians' solution was to,chain books to

the library walls JSutuchi, 1973). But as the times have

'changed, the demand has increased for more ready access

to books and other library materials. In addition,

librarians have become;more sensitive ana more responsive

to the growing, needs of patrons (Gapan, 1975). Conse%

quently,° in the present era when the trend is to augment

the flow of information and the availability of resource'

material for numerous people, limitations on libry,use

would inhibit rather than facilitate the goals of,tontem-

porary librarians.

The increased volume of library
4
use today is not

(unexpectedly associated with an accelerated rate of book

loss (Reneker,1970). The concern over tnis loss has

grown. In 1940, fourteen articles about actual caseslof

book theft or methods to deter it, appeared in the Library

Literature. The number of such articles gradually

increased, perhaps reflecting a greater concern for this

phenomenon. In 1969, there were forty-three articles

on book theft in the Library Literature. Yet another

indicator of the librarians' heightened concern with this

problem is documented in a study of two hUndred libraries

done by the Burns Security Institute in 1973. Seven out

of ten libraries reported theft as their most important

pKoblem (Burns Security Institute, 1973)

7
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Scope

The national interest-in the library book theft

problem stems in part from financial pressure., On the

basis of inventories of current books received, librarians

estimate that 4 to 6 per cent of their total collection

is missing*-Daughtery, 1975)% The total dollar loss due-

to missing books in 140 libraries wh4 responded to a

survey conducted'by the Burns Security Institute was

$437,400 per year or an average anhual dollar loss of

_$3,120 per library, equivalent to about eighty-five books**-

(Burns Security'Institute, 1973). A sample inventory done

by Irene Braden in 1967, determined that the per cent of

bodks missing from libraries at The Ohio State University

ranged from 1 to 15 per cent*** (Braden, 1968). Librar-

ians at The Ohio State University estimated that the

dollar loss due to book theft was approximately $64,000

in 1972. Based on estimations of loss made by The Ohio

State University Library statistician the loss would be

$140,000 in 1972.# The discrepancy in the figures is due

* Current and popular books have a higher loss rate
fhan other types of library books (Gapan, 1975).

*t-Most lib Ties surveyed were small public libraries.
*** Acadc c _libraries generally have a higher loss rate

than p blic ones ( Gapan, 1975).
Altho
la

gh some estimations }rave been made, actual dol-
oss is difficult for librarians to determine.

omplcte inventories are seldom if ever. done due to
the tremendous amount of money and time such an under-
taking would require. Moreover, the task of deter-
mining a book's' status (lost vs. stolen) is compli-
cated by the fact that missing books reappear often at
the end of a quarter or the school year.

8



-1:to the fact that the librarians' estimato is based on the

average rate of book s times the amount of money the

library spent on replicivrteoks fn 1972; the statistician's

rate was based on an estimation of the books missing times

the average worth ofa book in 1972.

Despite such finanI101 losses, a recent-study by

Maxine Renecker (1940) showed that librarians feel the major

consequence of library book theft is the inconvenience the

patron must suffer. It is possible that the librarians

responded toRenecker's survey this way because of their

-conception of proper professional response rather than

their actual i clinations. Still, these librarians and

those the researcher has talked with, have noticed the

frustration the patron and they themselves have undoubtedly

experienced spending'unrewarded hours searching the stacks

or ehlking in other libraries for desired materials that

4. have been stolen. Consequently, library users are subse-
L

quently often foxced to write term. papers or project

reports with incomplete or inadequate resources. Further,

/,/
the library is ofttn unable to replace all stolen material

thus compounding the frustration of missing resources for

future users and for librarians who must deal with these

patrons.

Librarians have tried publicity campaigng, student

security guards, limiting exits, and electronic devices to

'deter library book theft (Green, 1964). I'or the most part,

9
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as the review of the library literature will reveal, these

. techniques have been unsuccessful. At The Ohio State'

University, the concern of librarians has been partially

concentrated on means to deter book theft. The direCtor

of The-Ohio State University Library thinks formality makes

students feel alienated and thus more likely to steal

books (Atkinson, 1975). Thus, one step the library has

taken in response to the directOrs opinion is to keep

formality low. This is accomplished by not requiring a

special library card, by employing student personnel, by

making access to books relatively easy, and by gently

reminding patrons of overdue books with post card notices

sent to the patron's residences. These procedures while

perhaps necessary to create a warm, welcome atmosphere,

allow greater opportunity to would-be book thieves to st a

library materials. A number of counter measures have be

impleme,nted to modify such opportunities and hopefully

deter book theft. First, a review of The Ohio State's-

University's newspaper' the Lantern, since 1970 indicates tire

librarians' attempt to curtail book loss by amnesty days

(April 1970, 71, 72)', librarians' consideration of black

listing students who owe over fifty dollars in fines and/or

books to the library and revocation of privileges of

faculty who not return. books (1973, 75.) . Second, the

Lantern has published several articles and editorials

disciis,sing the library book loss problem. In addition, thi

10
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news paper has had articles on the effectiveness of student

security guards and-electronic security systems, Check

Point and Tattle Tape, installed in the Education, Main,

and Commerce Libraries. Third, along with such security

devices instal d in a number of libraries, librarians have

limited the n mber of exits and entrances to one central

point. Fourth, librarians here have also distributed

questionnaires in the Commerce and Biological Science

Libraries to gather information about book theft and what

can bedone about it. Last, and perhaps the most

decisive action librarians have taken has been against bobk

multilators. Since the summer of 1975 the Commerce Library

has been enforcing section 2909.10 (1-2488) of -the Ohio

Criminal Code which states:

2909.10 (12488). Destroying book's or paintings.

No person shall intentionally deface, obliterate,
tear, or destroy, in whole or in part, or cut or remove
an article or advertisement or any page-or part of, any
scientific material, newspaper, book, magazine, or
periodical belonging to another person, association,
corporation, or public library, or intentionally deface,
obliterate, or destroy, in whole or in part, any picture,
painting, sculpture, statue, monument, or any work of art
or reproduction of work of art, belonging to another
person, association, corporation, museum, or public
library.

Whoever violates this section shall be fined not
more than five hundred dollars or imprisoned not more
than thirty days, or both.

In this way the librarians are employing the power of the

state as well as that of the university.

11
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\ Library book theft is costly not only finan5-,iallY

)
`,but also psychologically One librarian, Oscar Trellos

'0.973) estimates the loss" Niue to book theft nationwide at

five illion dollars.. No one calculated the man hours
4`' 7-

last searching for lost books. Like. o,ther types of deviant
. \

bbavior, theft prevents the system 1,rom working as

smoo\ thly as it might by forcing libraries. to spend money-

on replacing books rather than on expanding their collec-
, 4 .

oreov,er, at best, library book theft means thetion.\

patron is eprived of his or her time, and,

person is deprived of needed information.

espite the extent of the library book theft pro-
/

blem, onl' scanty research has been done./` Most of thy

research, which has bepn don als- with deterrence syst

Still, as 4/1 be seen from the review of the lijeratur

most of the articles concern speculation and opinion of

rst, the

librarians rather thWn 'empirical' studies of library patrons

and book thieves. Thus a study which examines the attitudes

of the student community, particularly those of book thieves

is essential.

Not only shopld this study,increase the knowledge of
J

how and why library book theft is accomplished but also

this'knowledge may help librarians determine effective

methods for deterrence.

A review'of the literature dealing with book theft

and white coll4r crime in general will be given in Chapter TI.

12
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Chapter III will discuss this particular study includi
Oa.

the sample; questionnaire construction and administratilo
.....---,....

.

as well as other methods employed in analyzing the data'.

The findings themS.elves and the interpretation of the data

will be presented in Chapter IV. Finally, Chapter V will

summarize the study and discuss its implications.

*
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter will review the literature on library

book theft and develop hypotheses applicable to thus

particular study. The discussion will consider literature

in many diverse areas. Not only is this done for the sake of
4

completeness, but also it is done to give this project more

continuity with other research.* The literature will be pre-

sented in this manner: First the literature dealing with a

specific aspect of library book theft will be examined,

second, a discussion about the /literature will ensue, third,

a list of hypotheses or possible areas of investigation will
,.

ibe given. The literature review involves a survey of material

from/diverse disciplines.

Library Factors
0

While the conceptual framework associated with white

collar crime is the reference point for this research,

other hypotheses based on knowledge of librarians, security

systems analysts, university educators and administrators,

and social scientists will, be taken into. account. The

.* For a discussion of constructing hypotheses in a new area
of liesearch see Frank Westie, "Toward Closer Relations
Betzeen Theory and Research: A Procedure and An Example,"
American Sociological' Review, Vol. 2212 (April, 1957),
pp;.15-0-71-54,

10
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first area of the research to he discussed is library

factors. Most of the articles in Library Periodicals

addressing the topic of book theft deal with techniques

which constitute an environmental design in libraries to

minimize book theft. These include the' utilization of

electronic devices, the allowance of only one exit, the

rearrangement of furniture, the placement of shelves for

better viewing, extension of library hours and the assign-

ment of fines to book thieves (Savage, 1959? Reheker, 1970;

6ick; 1964; Feret, 1972; Berry, 1965; Morrison, 1966; .

Clark and Haydee, 1969). The factors discussed most

frequently in the literature were included in this study's

survey. Students were asked ,{,to evaluat,-the effi,;acy of

the addition of electronic devices, the ass-ignment'of

_fines to book thieves, the provision of more library hours,

and the instigation of publicity campaigns in curbing book

theft. The hypotheses drawn from the literature were that,

such environmental changes will reduce book theft.*

Bureaucratic Factors

A second area of the literature to be considered

was derived from a study by Oliner and Manuel (1975). In

this study, they tested assumptions that theft is in

'Plimphries (1974) thinks that students used the theories
presented in this discussion as rationales.. However, he
believes that the only way to deter crime'is by changing
the environment.

c 16.
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response to material deprivation, for kicks, and for status

pressure (the idea that the act itself makes a person

appear more like an adult). They also explored the ideas

that stealers have a significant other, a member of the

person's family, peer group etc., that stole and that

1 people who steal books- do so as a political protest. From

this examination, they found that both stealers and non-

stealers perceive material deprivation as a powerful moti-

vation to steal and that more'stealers than non-stealers

believe role models encourage people to steal. In

addition,' Oliner and Manuel found that stealers increasingly

rationalize their behavior by saying that they steal in

protest against the university.; Stealers feel that big

business and the university are related; as a result of

this relation they feel that their_ university has lost

touch with.their values.

An intriguing study by ETwin Smigel (1972) concern- ,

ing attiudes toward stealing in relation to the victim

organization has some of the same political protest

overtones as the Oliner and Manuel study (1975). Smigel.

found that while the 212 Indiana residents intervievied

generally disapprove of stealing, if forced they would

prefer to steal from large business, first, from government,

second and finally, from small business. The princtples

involved seemed to Smigel to be "least .evil" (they think



that big business has excess profit that big business

,cheats the general public) and "least risk." Although

these two were the main factors, Smigel urges other

variables like anonymity, bureaucracy, power, and imper-

sonality may play a part in the respondents' decision.

A study by Stern (1`966) on the effects college

environments have on students may indicate why these

13

"es

findings are particularly relevant to book theft in a large

university setting. Stern found that schools with over

12,000 students such as The Ohio State University, tend to

-have "low student dignity." "Low student dignity" is

defined as. students having little voice in the affairs of

the university.*

Stern's findings in light of Smigel's and Oliner's

and Maltuel's studies suggest that students might feel more

comfortable taking books from a larger.univetsity than a

smaller one &r even froth a latger library as opposed to a

* A study by Pace (1964) in which techniques similar and in
some cases identical to Stern's were.used, found -the
values of the larger university and these of the students
of the larger university are the same. Furthermore, if,
in some case, university values conflict with.the.stu-
dent's val es, the student will yield his values and the
values of h s peers in favor of the university. Neverthe-
less, this a parent discrepancy between Stern's and
Pacers findi gs may be explained' by the fact that,
although there, is wide, variation between colleges and
departments, students belong to a more dominant culture
which it, ftactiar and status o'ic.nted. Perhaps this
dominant culture encourages the students. to at least

. accept or perhaps adapt their Olues to that of the
university itself, they conflict.

18
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smaller library or department librarytt.h_whichas-tmte-rii------

may identify. If students feel the school itself does not

fulfill theirvalues and the university:is more concerned

with administrative efficiency rather than with the values

of the student and/or the student feels there is less chance

of being caught. stealing from a larger library, the student

may be more likely to steal books from a larger university

or library. Using this analysis, three hypotheses will be

ttpived. These are: people steal books in protest against

the university which they think is like "big business;"

students feel there is less "risk" stealing from a large

library than a small library; students feel less guilty

stealing from a large library than a small or department

library.

University Setting Factors

A third,area of deiiterature co3- cerning theft in

the university setting will be presented. Six out of seven

shoplifters interviewed by Walter Lunden (1966) in his

study of college shoplifters revealed that they shoplifted

because it presented a challenge or because it was an

acceptable way to obtain items for themselves: or others.

Lunden summarized his study by saying shoplifters stole

books for "kicks." Only a small per cent of students in

the Oliner'and Manuel study and a small per cent of the mon;

"stealers in Lunden's study felt "kicks" was a rationale for

19
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stealers (Oliner and Manuel; 1975, Lunden, 1966). Still,

the hypothesis that students steal library books for kicks

will be examined in this research.

A second description of college theft is derived

from a study by Poland. In his research of college students

at Purdue University, Poland (1971) explored the hypotheis
-

that theft among college students is a gang type behavior.*

Hie found class background and attitude toward the law of

male stealers to be the same as male non-stealers. Asidp-
i

from class rank, the only difference which appeared, between

stealers and no,n-stealers was that stealers participated

more in premarital sex, marijuana smoking and liquor buying

for minors. Consequently, Poland's hypothesis was

unsupported by his research. Similarly, Waldo and Hall

(970) found that attitudes among junior high students

towards the criminal justice system did not differ signifi-

cantly betvieen those who had and those who had not violated

the law. .Yet, when.E.W. Vaz (1969) studied the attitudes

of public and private high school students, he found

private school bays, had a less rigid interpretation of the

law. lie also found that private school boys had a greater.

propensity'to speed in their, automobile, drink alcohol,

* Padand based, his study on Sutherland'S and Cressey3s
notion pf differential association. Poland interpreted
this concept by saying.stealers learn methods and atti-
tudes from their friends.

20
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etc. This research suggests that one of the .components of

library book theft might be one's peer or family-view of

book theft as well as the view the stealer and the general

community hold on the degree of "rightness" or "wrongness"

of stealing a book.

White Collar Crime Factors

The hypotheses identified thus far deal with the

effectiveness of changing the environment, that book theft

is affected by bureaucracy and maybe a result of people

viewing the university as a "big business," that books are

stolen for kick's, and that book theft is a result of gang

behavior. The major thrust of the study, however, is to

examine library book-theft as a form of white collar crime.

In this regard, discussion of library book theft will entail

a description of the types of pressures which may lead to

book theft, a comparison of library book theft with shop-

gifting, and a discussion of the white collar crime

perspective may be appropriate to analyze library book

theft in an academic setting.

From the literature review and from selected inter-

views by the researcher, it appears that library book theft

is a response to pressure. Curtis, a security expert,

argues that this pressure is a kind of social psychological

presSure; for example, a away to compensate for a highly

neurotic need (Nimes, 1972). Other librarians, however,

21
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feel that academic pressure is the major motivation of

book thieves.* Lee Zimmerman (1960) in his ,prticle,

"Pilfering and Mutilating Books," and Maxine\enecker on

the basis of her nationwide survey both feel academic

pressure is the primary explanation to account for library

book, theft. Norman Vines (1969) who investigated book

theft in two high school libraries, one in a higheiland

one in a lower economic area, also feels academic pressure

is important. Finally, the opinion that book theft is

due to acade is pressure is echoed by Rita Schefrin in her

introduction to her synopsis of library security systems

(Schefrin, 1971).

Response to this pressure by the academic book

thief is parallel to that of the shoplifter. Shoplifting,

according to Cameron (1969) involves a drive for economic

ailand no legitimate means of -Obtaining it. Shoplifting

entails a sort of material.deprivation,a group to instruct,

and group support. Material deprivation has been mentioned

,several times in the literature. Material deprivation used

in this.context has a special connotation. Material

deprivation, for book theft, and perhaps for shoplifting as

well, a material deprivation of needs artifically,

4

* Althoughthis research is not dealing directly with muti-
lation, itis interesting to note the ideas of those who

,have studied it. Mutilators responding to interview by
Clyde Hendrick and Marjorie Murfin (1974), revealed that
they mutilated books because of pressure of assignments.

22
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created by the system and not necessarily required by the

ipdividual to survive. The deprivation may be related to a

perceived need by the individual to maintain his or her role

in a system or culture. The model of library book thieves

being comparable to shoplifters has also been suggested by

Kaye Gapan (forthcoming) in her analysis of book theft. In

sum, it appears that like the shoplifter and the white

collar 5,riminal as described by Sutherland,, Cressey, Geis,

,

and'many others, the patron Who removes books in an

unauthorized manner in the course of his or her:work, his

or her role as a student, does so as a result of the

pressures of his or her status rather than for a source of

income.

The researcher has taken a electic approach.

because no research has necessarily made any of the hypothe-

ses less tenable. with regards to library.book theft.

However the researcher has emphasiza-the white collar crime S

framework because this perspective seems to encompass the

aspects of crime, types of behavior, group attitudes, unclear

definition of the act, and motivations for the act, the most

completely and concisely. This perspective Seems applicable

because library patrons, particularly at a university, are

generally from a middle-class background. Filially, this

urspective is supported by the opinions of librarians who

have studied ehis4rohlem although only one librarian,- /

Gapan, has-placpd it in such-a.framework. Therefore, this

23
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perspective seems to be the most appropriate for the library

book theft phenomenon.

Library book theft appears to be a type of avoca-

tional crime, that is a crime by a person who does not think

of himself as a criminal. (Avocational crime is a term

coined by 'Geis, 1974.)' His or her major source of income

or status comes from a source other than the crime

the person commits. As suggested by Kaye Gapan

(1975), library book theft may also be deterable by publi-

cally labeling it as a -crime. The act of library book

theft will be defined for this research as the,intentional

removing of books from the library in an unauthorized

manner (Green, 1964).

This chapter has summarized the literature defiling

with library book theft. The perspectives that will guide

the analysis of the data are: library environmental design,

bureaucratic factors, library book theft asAativatud by

kicks, library book theft as a result of gang, behavior,

and'white,collar crime factors. The following list' of

hypotheses will be tested.

A. Library Factors

1. Electronic devices will curb book theft.

2. More xeroxing machines will curhbook theft.

3. Fining book thieves will,,curb 'book theft.

4. Cond ting publicity campaigns will curb book,"

theft. 24
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S. Library book thieves do not have enough time

to use the library.

6. The expense of:Ixeroxing motivates people to

steal.

7. Student security guards will,curb book theft.

B. Bureaucratic Factors,

1. People steal books in protest against the

university. which they think resembles "big

business."

2. Books are more likebifto be stolen from larger

than a smaller library. .

3. Purpose of library (e.g. department, reference)

affects place wherp books are stolen.*--

C. University Setting Factors

1. Book thieves steal books for kicks.

2. Book'thieves n t eir m thods for stealing
-----.

.- rather t n develop methods thMmselves.
,

.-..

3. Perception of "rightness" or-"wrongness" of
,-----i ,

'book theft is shared by book thieves and /their

frienils. Book thieves will define the act as

the book thieves' friends dO

D. ;White Collar Crime2\FI-9itors

1. People are uhspreNf library book theft it
,v,

right or wrong.

* Direction of relationship is not hypothesized.
. )

25
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2. People steal books beca'uss of academic pressure.

A. Students deal with tiff competition by

stealing bc3Z)ks to keep them from their_

peers.

b. Students ste books because they cannot

afford to buy books,

c. .Students_steal books to get bette r grades.

d. Students -teal books to have the books for
ti

)'"their-,-personal collection.

e. Grade point, class rank, and college may

influence academie,pr *ssure.*

3. Stealer's friends perceive book theft as

mate. i . .

. -

4. Stealer'are of middle class background. ---.-

S. .8anefiOns against .c.ok theft are not often //

/
_ .

/
forced. When they, are, the sanctions.do not

, /'
// /affect thQ Stealer's life-chances."' //

Eaci
/

of these hyp6T5eses will be individually e.amined and,'

7Ommente
upon in Chapter '1

* Direction of relationship is not pothesized..

A.
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY

The case study method will be used in this research.

This method was chosen because the study is exploratory in

nature, the results of this research will determine'if more

research is warranted. The library system at The Ohio

State University is a good choice for study because its

library system has*a wide variety cif library materials and

security systems. Also a representative sample of The Ohio

State University student,population provides as much

heterogeneity in respondents as possible.

A discussion of why and_hom this particular sample

was chosen, how the questionnaire was developed and

administered, and what techniques,of measurement were

iemployed will be presented in the following s ctions.

Sample

The sample was drawn from College s udents* enrollee

* Undoubtedly ;a major factor in the libr ry loss rate-is

employee theft. In fa6,t, Mary Camero (1964) in her works
on sho/pifting estimates the loss ra e due to employee

' theft at-67 per, cent. Moret/ver, instances of library- .

employees stealing books have been cited in the library
literature (ALA Asks Victimized L'braries to Contact
Librarians Guilty of Stealing Pc taining to Special
Committee, 1964; Librarians Gui ty of Stealing Purloining

I
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in various classes at The Ohio State University in the fall

of 1975. The classes were chosen because the researcher was

interested in surveying a heterogeneous sample with regards

to experience with librarymate6als and deterrent systems

and with regards to claSs rank and field of tuay.*

Classes were chosen -by examining the enrollment of all the
.

classeS in the fall quarter of 1974 it, each college on the

basis of class rank and college. If the enrollment bOoks

were unavailable, deans or administrative assistants or in

one case the counselor of the college'listed courses that

would have students of irrtercollege diversity** and a.

majority of juniors and. seniors. The,researther concen-

trated on juniors and seniors because a poll by The Ohio

State Univesity's PULSES(1974) 'indicated that juniors._

Convert ng Federal Property on-Loan to Library. 196 )

Some o these concern pmploye.es abusing their check -.o, it,
privil ges; others deal'with stealing from rare collections.
Wiliam Bond (1973) in his rticle on book store security'
suggests, in addition, that *rapid turnover leads to-theft:
At The Ohio State Universi the turnover rate for both
student part-time employee and civil service equivalents
(clerk's, library assistants, for example) is 25, per cent
per. year (TheOhio State University, 1975). HoweVe,
because of time and monetary 'limitations and'because the
researcher suspects the self report rate would not be-aS
valid among library employees, this study will be limited
to an examination of students.

* The librarians at The h-i-o-State pniversity conducted a
study similar to hts One in 197V-74 using only library
patrons for ample. Sampling a group of'studz is more
varied, in type 0 frequency of Libra y use rill serve as
a check on their ndings.

,-
** An example of a cla with intercoll fie diversity would be

Accounting 2K,=h inb .iness-admis ration, finance;
marketing, and .cpuntin and'perhajl,,ttudents .in other
colleges taking acciiiiimin-g= prep. ation'for law salool. '
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and seniors were the principal users of the library system.

Classes were selected from this list by practical

considerations.* These classes were:_ Microbiology, 509,

"Frnch.101, Statistics 125, Accounting 212, Sociology 430,

Classics 120,* Astronomy 150, English 290, English 205, and

Sociology 790. Although choos'&g classes on a practical

consideratiOn may haVe introduced systematic error into the

sample, midway through*the, sur.ey answers to the questions

concerning demographic variables were reviewed and the

sample characteristics were found to be tepresentative of

the students at The-Ohio State University.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire method was deemed the most

appropriate wayto tap the opinions of many students in a

variety of fields'and all class ranks. 'In -addition, the

questionnaire, particularly a self-administered one such as

this, facilitated obtaining a large sample quickly. The

questionnaire was administered by the researcher in nine

classes and by the researcher's colleague in one class,

* Practical considerations include if the researcher was
free when the class ways offered, etc. If the researcher
knew the instructor she contacted the instructor before-
hand to arrange an appropriate day to survey. if the
,researcher did not know the instructor, she arrived ten
minutes before the class was there, explained her research,
and asked the instructor for permission to-Survey the
class. Although no instructor refused, the instructor of
Accounting 212 asked the; researcher to return later on in
the4weelibeeause,the class was reviewing for an examina-
tion.
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Sociology 790. Of the 446 questionnaires administered, 14

per cent or 66 questionnaires were unuseable because they

were answered in a haphazard manner or were incomplete.*

The questiimolire was developed from the review of

the literature. It was pretested twice; each time to

twenty people as they entered or exited from the Main

Library.** The original questionnaire was revised after

28

the first pretest based on the comments of the researcher's

peers and professors as well as those of the respondents

original. A second pretest questionnaire was composed

primarily of closed-ended responses which would allow /easy

coding and easy replication of the study. A

questionnaire can be found in Appendix A.

py of his

Although slight alterations and modificati s were

made to accommodate the idiosyncracies of each cl ssroom

setting, an effort was made to keep a consistent procedure

* These questionnaires were however analyzed part from
the "good" data,. The answers, except for r e responses
concerning motivation, were similar to the general
sample. Those who answered the euestionn re in a
haphazard manner more frequently chose o smarting the
library and stiff competition as motivat oiis for book
theft. Although more than, one half of hese,respendents
left these questions blank:'the demogra hic variables
that were auaAlable indicate that thes people parallel
tkeother students in/the-study in back, round, except
for field of study. /Business adminis ration students
most frequently com leted the questio naire haphazardly

dY
.

No nurses or allie medical students completed the
questionnaire in ali inconsistent ma er.

** The self-report rate from these que tionnaires was 5 per
cent.

...
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from claps to class.* Questionnaires were given to students.

already' seated and to others as they entered the classToom.

No questionnaires were given to students who entered the

class7oom five minutes after the hour unless t hey insisted

on ftilling one out after hearing the topic of the question-
.

naire.** Before and while the researcher distributed the

remaining questionnaires to latecomers, she introduced her-

self by name and explained that the questionnaire was being

done in co-operation with the Department of Sociology and

the library. At'this point and several time's while.the

students were completing the questionnaire/it was emphasized

that the responses were anonymous. Other than those printed

on the questionnaire, these were the only instructions

give n% * ** The questionnaire took between seven and thirteen

minutes to complete. After the questi

/

1* While the-researcher was survey she was conceTned
/ ,about the varying amounts of interes Nand co-ope ation

tha'the classes seemed to ave in thi study. owever,
when `tie result's obtained f m each class were ompared
these differences did not app ar significant except in
the case'of business administration. The researcher
surveyed a class with blginess administration students
on a da students were discussing their test results.

* This t' e boundary was -set to maintain a degree of time
4...., consis ency from class to class as well as to prevent

the q estionnaire from taking too much frite-/away from
the i structor's planned lecture.

* Yet the researcher became aware that peoPle were not
taki g the questionnaire as seriously as.they might, she
str ssed the importance of the straight answers to the
que tionnaire hones'tly so the results would be effective
in pgrading the library's ability to serve them\

4

naires were
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returned to tire researcher,, she debriefed the students.*

After each surveying session, the researcher assigned

a three digit code to each questionnaire with the first

number being the same for each questionnaire completed in

one class. This was done to aid comparative analysis of.

each claSs. In addition, the researcher logged comments,

events, and the procedure implemented in the preceding

session.

Questionnaires were then coded and key-punched.**

The few numerical answe s were coded as given. Other open

ended questionssuch_as those dealing with demographic-
,

variables were ollaps d and assigned a numeric code. If a

person wrote a answer in, an answer code was developed to

include it t

about the que

library book

note in the orm of

respective,

o/. * ** Fifhally, if the person made comments

tionnaiie, a question or questions about --
/

.

heft orb about the library itself a specia -I /

Measurement

Th re is nh official record kept by; law enforcement

codelkas_made on the questionnaire's\

omputer,card.

. * Only ne ques ionnaire was not coded. /That was one where
the r searche observed two people collaborating. They

\ gave cnswers like president of the United States as
\ fath r's occ pation. _____

*1 This ocoured/with-four questions- and only in one case
did the written-in responseexceed 2' per cent.of the
total. With that question wri, en in response repre-
sented 4 per cent of the total wers..

\
35
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agencies or courts of the amount of library book theft,

so it is a hidden crime. There are two ways of ascertaining

data on hidden crime, victimization studies and self-

report studies. Although libraries, the victims of

library book theft, have computed rough estimates, the-num-

ber of stolen books can only be guessed at. Since the

victimization rate-is difficult to determine, self

reporting is the remaining technique. Most of the research

reviewed in Chapter II utilized the_self-report -technique

to determine the number and characteristics of participants

in theft. In addition, this technique has beeT\used with,

populations similar to colle e students. In this study,

the researcher also relied on the self-reporting technique

to distinguish book thieves" from non-book thieves.*

This technique was perfected in 1957 by Nye and

Short (1957). It has been used extensively since then for

example to compare self-report data with such traits as

, e social-economic class (Clark and Wenniger, 1962) self

concept (Tangri and Schwartz, 1967) and official records

(Gould, 1969). Others/ have fried to validate the results

of self-report. dtta by accompanying i with a polygraph

test (Clark and T\1,ft, 1966) or with fe co-operation of

self-report erTS friends (Hood and,'Sliarks,

* While many sources were used for this discussion, the
framework for-this discussion is based on Hood and
Spark's discussionjpagos 46 to 70.

36
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//
There are two methods of administering the self- /

report technique, interviewing and self-completion.-

self-Completion technique was employed dn this

Although the self-completion technique has been

because it encounters such difficulties as general compre-
,.

udy.

hension and poor motivation both/Dentler and K. Elmhorn

found the per cent of questionnaires discarded due to,,this

reaction to be 3 to 4 per cent and.O. per cent respectively

(Hood and Sparks, 1970). Furthermore studies usi this. '\

technique have not found exaggeration to e much of

Troblem. What may compound this problem of exaggeration

however, is a person's interpretation of a question (Hood

and Sparks 1970).* Hopefully some of these misconceptions

were eliminated by the 'pretest and by the fact that the

researcher and the persons in this study both attend The

Ohio State University. S ce the researcher shares the

same middle-class backgroun as the majority of the students

and the same university education the resea e,should be

able to use a vocabUlary comprehensible to both\.-NSince t

researcher and the subjects have similar vocabulars\thi

study should not encounter many of the problems of othe

studies using the self-report technique where the researcher ,

* Mart /n Gold found in his study that Mbsre upper or middle
cldss white boys tended to confess accidental or--frival

(

acts of property destruction/as a violation that did poorer,
white boys Hood and Spark, 1970). This should not be
important in this study,

-3 7
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is older and may be of a different culture or class than

his subjects. Another method to,eiiminate this problem was

to ask the respondent to specify the use o'f_the boOk after

it is taken, for ex6ple: di'.\you keep it sell it, or

return the book eventually. Finally, the sef-completion

technique promotes anonymity.

Occupational and educational levels were grouped

according to the Hollingshead scale (Hollingshead, 1964).
, -----.1

-....

The income was Categorized by Bureau of the Census listings
---

\ (Bureau of Census, 1972).
-3

,

. Crosstabulations and'frequAcy distributionswere

t.

chosen to analyze this data because most of the data was

nominal. The mode and index of dispersion were_used to

describe the central tendency and variability of 04d-ta<

Chi-square was used to. test for independence'among the

.., components of the various perspectives:library factors,

bureaucratic factors, versi,ty setting factors, and white

collar crime factors outline in Chapter II.---CE-Pi4uare

was also used to test'the relati ship the demographic

variables have with the components of the hypotheses as

Nell: Chi-square was epplpyed as a test\fOr significance

1
betWeen those who reported either that they themselves or

that their best friend stole boOks and those who did nbt.

The significa'nce level'was :et at 0.05. Phi, or where

r- appropriate, !framer's V as used to. measure the degree of

association,.

1
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In this chapter `tore sampling, questionnaire con-

struction, and techniques formeasurement were discussed.

The case study method was used in this research. The mass

administration of the questionnaire eliminated a degree of

self-selection in the sample: Although it is not neces-

sarily representative of th\e general population, the sample

is heterogeneous and fairly 'representative of the, students

attending The Ohio State University in the fall of 1975.

Because of the nature of the crime, self-reporting was used

To find those who steal books. The statistics appropriate

to nominal data will be employed for analysis.

;'
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CHAPTER ...IV. FINDINGS

This chapter will report the opinions and demogra;

phic variables of students- who completed the questionnaire, .

with a separate examination of those_btoadmitted to book
.

theft. First, student& opinions ofthe seriousness of

library book theft will be examined. Second, student;

opinions about people's'motivations to take-b-O-Ols, about

what factors a ec the procedure involved in taking books,

and about what methods *el would be effective in

curbing book'theft will be discuSsed, The second part of

this chapter will contrast the_ backgrounds and opinions of

those who admitted to stealing books and those who., did snot.

The third and fourth section; will deal with how the

findings supported the hypotheses outlined in Chapter JI and

the implications of these findings.
1.

Students Opinion
;

As'Tables 1 through 9 incidate, the student sample
.

was heterogenecus on all variables. The distribution of

this sample similar to The Ohio State University P011's

distribution, given i AppendixB. This sample contains

a greater proportion Of juniors and seniors than in The

37
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Ohio State University populai&L Otherwise, howover, the

sample is fairly representative -of The Ohio State University

population for the Fall of 1975 as well.*

The student sample was diverse with regards-to

fields
``The

study. Over 20 per cent of the sample-are in a

professional field of study. %Approximately 15 per cent of

the student _respondents are in agriculture, home econoMics /

. or,natural'resources. Those who studied socialazd

behaviofal sciences composed 14 per cent of the sample

The sample" i-siimost e-qual,V divided between males

and females (See Table 3). The class stAnding-of-students

was skewed toward more advanced students (see Taiiio-.2).

Seniors 'composed 20 per cent of the sample and juniors, '20

per cent of the sample, while freshmen.00mprised 15 per cent

of'the sample.' The .treate'r proportion pi\uniors and

seniors were "included in tfie sampled4cause' 1974 poll by

The Ohio State University's poll found that ju loTs and
k

seniors use.the library more frequently tllan undelassmen.

The social-economic background of the sample\&S alsO'

skewed towards'the middle class (see Tables 4 through
------

Medici prefesSionals*-administrative personnel, re ser

prof/essionals, proprietors of medium business ($35,000 to

* The researcher examined the statistics given by The-Ohio
State University Statitics.
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Respondent's Field of Study**

Per Cent Number

rofessional and pre-professional*

Agriculture,,home,economics, and - --r
natural resources, 14.7 (54).

.
i

Social and behavioral---sciences 14,l (52)

Arts and humanities _13.5 (50)

Biological and physical sciences 6.8

Business administration 10.1 (87)

College .of education 7 :9c . (29)
...

.

University college or general studies 110.6 CO)

Missing . (12)

Total (380)

* Occupational and educ tional levels-were grouped. accord-
ing to HollingStead scale 0265). They were further
collapsed into groups,containIng 30 or more castS. -The
income was categori .g to the Bureau of the
Census (1972) listing.' t "or or departilient was grouped
by colleges "and' later on the basis of Stern's (1966). and
Pace's.(1964) research -on major fieia and, ,corresponding
attitudes: engineers,arChitects, al.loked medical people,
nurses and preyrofessional; arts and humanit-i.ss-stu-
dents, natural resources, home economic's and agriculture
students; education; and kiscellaneous including genel'al'
studies, university college, and undecided. Other
questions such sstealing a book'wso.e categorized as
yes or no. .

** Questions ,concerning demographic characteristics had-the
most missingansWers. A few people wrote t4at they felt'
'these questions were none of the researcher's business
or not applicable.

*** The per cents given in this and `subsequent tables have
, been' adjusted. for,Missing"data.-

.
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TABLE 2

Respondent's Class Rank

Per Number

Graduate, professional, or cont4nuing
education 7.5

Seniors T74)- - .19.6 _

Juniors 31.8 (120)

homoTes 26.0 (98)

Freshmen 15.1 (57)

Missing (3)

Total 100.0 (380)

'TABLE 3'

RespOndent's Sex

ME(lp

Female

Missing

Total

Per Cent Number

51.6

-.44814.

100.0

A
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TABLE 4

.2' The Occupation of the Principal Wage Earner
in Respohdent's Family

41

...

Per Cent Number

Major Professional 22.9 (76)

Medium professional 33.2

Semi-professional and f meis 11.1 (27)

Technical and"clerica 23.7

Unemployed, receiv ng some sort of
government bene its. 8.4 (28)

Missing (38)

Total 100.0 (380)

TABLE 5

Combined Family Income of Respondents

Greater

$15,0.00

110,006

$ 5,000

less than

. -MisSihg

Total

Per Cent Number

han $25,000 26.4 :(93)
7

$24,999 34.4 ( ;121).

$14,599 27.3 (96)

$9,999 9.4 (33).

$4,959 2.6 (9)

(28)

iQ 100.0 (380

46
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TABLE 6

-Education ofPrincipal Wage Earner in Respondent's Family
r

Per/ Cent Number

Graduate or Professional training

College education

.Voctitlon9. or up to three years of
colleg

High sc
/'

Missin

Total

/ajot less

17.8

25.8

mr

100.0 (380)

/

ABL 7,

/
I

e /of esp nden/t' urrent d catio/naV
Paid for by H. of per Family /ens s

I

Z ro per cent

TAnty-five per c

ifty per kent

Seventy-five per cent

One hiinc6ed per cent

Missing

er Cent umber

//54.6/
- (129)

15.3 (57)

11.3 (42)
/

17.7 (66)
,

21.2 (79)

(4)
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$100,000) made tip 33 per cent; technical and clerical

workers, 27 per cent of the sample. Those who were

unemployed or receiving some type of government benefits

comprised 8 per cent of the sample. Educa onal level of

the family was measured by asking the respon enf to give

the highest level of education of the person who was the

principal wage earner of the family. Thirty-eight per

cent of the respondents reported that this person in their

family had a high school education or less, 26 per cent--

reported that the principal wazrearner in their family had

a college education, 18 per cent reported that this pers'on

had graduate or professional training, and 19 per cent'said

this person had 0.ther'vocational training or between one

and three years of coliege. Sixty per cent of the sample 1

had a combined family income of $15,000'a year or more.

Twenty-seven per cent had income levels between .$10,000 and

$14,999 a year. This distribution indicates that most

students in this study have a middle-class background.-

Finally, 25 per cent of,-the sample were not dependent on .

their parents for current educational expenses. Twenty-one.-

per cent of the sample were totally dependent on their family

to meet-current educational expenses.

.Study and reference researdh were the principal ways

tliat the sample used the library:(See Table 8). Fifty -three

per cent of the sample used the ,library between one and

'0*
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three ,times a week; 33:per_the sample did not use

the library at all (See-Table 9).*

\, --Student, conception of the library book theft

phenomenon was mea ared_bx,questions concerning students1

perCeption of Whethe library book theft was right or

wrong and students per eption of consequences of library'

book theft, pa-rticularly,students' estimates of the

kinanciaLloss due to library book'theft. Forty-seven per

cent/6f the sample viewed book theft as illegal and ill-di-,

cated they felt people apprehended should be pqnished.

However, when given hyPothetical vignettes (see Appendix A)

of stude;Xs stealing library boo-s--for a variety of reasons

the punishments they selected'were not severe.** Furthermore;

* People seemed to interketsthis question as referring to
habitual use of'the library. 14 other words, students
who say they used the library zero times a week did not
seem to be saying that thgy never used the library; the
answers to other question's concerning library use indicate
that these people did not consistently use the library.'

** Seventy-eight per cent of those answering the, library
,study questionnaire in1974 defined library book theft
as illegal. While 44 per cent of the people in the 73
study felt the individual stealing did not think this
behav,ior was wrbng,-only 29 per cent orthe respondents
in the 74 study felt this Way (Ohio State Librarians:
forthcoming).

The respon es to this question y be biased by the
fact that ,the w rding on pages prev us to the-one in
which this question appear gave the impression that the

, researcher thought library book theft was wrong. This
. could have suggested to the respondent that library book

theft is wrong.i
Definitiohlof book theft is affected .by library use.

Those who used the library,primarily for reference work
were not as-severe.in the degree of badness they assigned
to library book' theft.
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TABLE 8

Respondent's Reason'-fer. Using the Library

45 ;

Per Cent- .Numbe

Study 63.0 (241)

ReferenCe 65.0 (246)

Study only during midterms and finals .16,0 ( 63)

Leisure reading 21,0 ( 79)

Missing- ( 19)

Total 380

TABLE 9

Frequency of Respondent's Library Use Per Week

Per Cent Number

Zero times

One to three times

Four to five times

More than six times

Missing

33.2 (126)

53:2 (202)

8.14 ( 34)

4.2 ( 16)

( 2)

Total__ loq.o, 380.
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TABLE 10

Respondent's Perception of Best Friendvs Opinion
of Library Book Theft

Cent Number

Strongly approve .0 (0)

-Approve 2,47> ( 8)

Uncertain -7

Disapprove 42.3 60.-Y

Strongly disapprove 22.5 (85)

Missing (2)

Total -----3.00.0 , 380'

-TABLE 11

Respondent's Perception of Parent's Opinion
to Library Book Theft

,Per Cent Number

Strongly approve (4)

Approve o.5 (2)

Uncertain .6.4 (24)

Disapprove 36.2 (136)

Strongly disappro've 55.0 (2.10)

Missing (4)

Total 100.0 . .380

51'
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students believe their best friend was more uncertain about

approving or,disapproving library book theft than their

parents. Only 22 per cent of the sample perc_iesed their

"best frieild as strongly disapproving of book theft, while.

56 per cent of the sampleperceived ttait parents as

strongly disapproving of the act. Seventy-four per cent

of.the students cited depriving other patrons,of the book

as the worst consequence of library, book theft. This

similar to the results found by Reneker.(1970) in her study

of,librarians and almost identical to The Ohio State Univer-

sity librarian study. Finally, the average of,the students'

estimate of the dollar loss due to book theft at The Ohio

State University in 1975 was $55,880.* This is close to

the $64,000 estimate made by librarians at The Ohio State

University made in 1972.

In summary, students perceived library book theft

as a problem and, at least'financially, a rather serious

one. Students felt library book theft deserves punishment,

but the majority of these'studenis c ose a punishment which

would hinder specifically the academic'pursuits rather .than

ti

the ,entire life of the book thief. The choice ofRunishment

by the student combined with the fact that students perceive

* Although some people interpreted the-question to deal with
average value of the book the person stole, and others the
average value of a book, the average response was $4.80.
The average value of a book is $14.00 (papan, 1975).
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harm done by book theft as depriy ion of the academic

community of its resources indic es that stud\ents view

book theft as an academic crime nay.

The data for Table 12 w s ascertained by asking
.

students what motivations they perceived people had when

they Stole books. As Table 1 rpdicates, no one motivation,

to steal books clearly dominat p t e others. The most

dealing with

and

48

strongly supported motivations are thos

material deprivation. The high cost of xerox

Inadequate funds to purchase books were thought by espon-

dents to b frequent motivations for book qieft. The
-

perceive high Cost of xeroxing is affected ty library use.

People wh use the library ,to study and for reference

materials more .often felt that the high host of xeroxing 2

is important. Twenty per cent of the students felt people

frequently steal books in protest against The Ohio State

Univer.sitir. Seventeen per cent felt challenge was a fre-
/.

quenc motivation of,s,tealing books. A small portion of the

total' sample felt that pressure to receive <good grades,or

stiff covetition among peers was a possible motivation for

those who st%al books. This' finding reflects the rather

unlikely attitude that students are not conscious of compe-

tition or the more likely attitude that students do not

think having extra library resources is an aid-in managing

the competition peers present.
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TABLE 12

Reasons Given By Respondents As to Why Students Steal
Library Books

Ppr Cent Number,/

,Often '30:3 T115)
Xeroxing is too expen- Sometithes 43.4 (165)

sive**H Rarely 26.3 (100)

Cannot afford to buy Pi

book fof a course or
Often
Somet mes

27.4
51.5 A

(104)
(195)

project Rarely 21.1 ( 80)

Not enoubh time to use
book in the library

Often
Someti es .

26.2
47.6

( 99),
0801

Rarely 26.2 ( 99)

As protest against OSU Often 20.1 `C 76)

because OSU is like a Sometimes 35.1 (133)
"big bbsiness',""* Rarely 44.9 (171)

As a challenge Often 16.6 ( 63)
Sometimes 38.2 (145)
Rarely 45.3 (172)

Extra text faill help to Cqteri 14.2 ( 54)'

relieve pressure of Sometimes 45.4. (172)
getting good grades Rarely (163)

Often 1 4.5 ,( 36)
Stiff competition Sometimes 35.4 134(20'9) )

Rarely 55.1 (

Total (of each category) -(380)

* The rate of missing answers ranged from 0 to l. The index of
dispersion ranged from 84 to 98 per cent. Because the
difference between each category is small the,data was
presented in this manner. This procedure will be followed

.in the subsequent tables of this nature/.
** The pressure to'gct good grades was rated by 30 per cent 7,

of those people completing the library study, in 1974 as
a possible Motivation to get good grades :a.i.girt"iitr4*-114---
in 1973 and 26 per cent in 1974,of the-r specti library_
studies said that photocopyinglplayed a pat in ibrary
book theft. Zn the library's study they, foun iat 19 pet
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-centjn.1973 and S per cent in 1974 thought a person
took books in ordertob2paYt of a group or to gain status
theyfaTd 25 per cent in 1973 and 17 per cent in 1974
thought people take books because of the challenge.
(Ohio State University Librarians).

****Although the relationship between field of study and
pressure is not significant, arts and humanities
students felt less pressured; social science majors, the
most. Juniors were the most.pressured among class
ranks.-
'. "Although the relationshi is not significant,
majors in the college of education seemed to feel stiff

,

competition the last; professional, social science and
business the same. Juniors felt stiff_ competition the

--,most among class ranks.
# These categories are similarly worded to those on the

11

clp tionnaire. :

r,

OP"
a
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Given the distribution g4.1 Table 13, students felt

carrying "out-a book in a purse or satchel was the most

common technique for stealing a book. Twenty-one per cent

of the sample felt the most common technique of, stealing

books was hiding in clothing. Tho distribution of other

answers dealing with factors affecting the procedure

involved book theft are more skewed.. Students felt that

stealers develop their own methods to steal books for the

most part (see Table 14). This belief is consistent with

belief heId'by 81 per cent of the students that book theft

is a spontaneous act (See Table 1). Pepple perceive less

risk in stealing:El-4m large libraries (See Table 16) .

Teo

Seventy-nine per cent of the students did.not perceive the

type of library affecting the amount of guilt a person

felt when hg or she stole a book. However,.of those who

did 'perceive the type of library as affecting the amount of

guilt a persons felt, (15 per cent) said that they would feel'less

guilty stealing -from the main library (See Table 17).

Table, 18 lists how students rated'each method for

curbing book theft, Fifty-one per cent felt electronic

devices were effective. Thirty-three per cent of the

sample felt fines were an effective method for curbing book

theft. ...Thole who viewed fines as effective were more

punitive in responses to the vignettes. Still, when.stu-

dents were asked.,to choose an appropriate punishment they

chose to take library privilegel.away for a year (See

56

.
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TABLE 13

Respondent's, Opinion of How Books Are Stolen

Per Gent Number'

Writing in False Date

Hiding in ,clothing

Carrying in.purse or satchel

Other: hide in another book,'
throw out the window, etc.

Missing

Total

8,1

21.4

57.5

13.0 ( 45)-'

(4)

100.0 380

Mode = carrying in purse or satchel

'I'

Index 4f Dispersion = 80%

TABLE 14
I.

Res Jp ndent's Opinion of'Methods Idarndd From Friends

Per Cent Number
,

.

Le'irned from friends 24.6 ( 89)

Develop by the'mselves' 70.4 -(255),

Both 5.0 ('18)

Missing ( 18)

Total - 100.0 380
,

Mode-=-develop oWn.method
Index o spersion = 660



TABLE 15

Respondent's Opinion on PlanAing Theft

53

Per Cent Number

Sporitaneous $0.6 (295)

Planned, ,18.6 ( 68)

Both 0.8 ( 3)

Missing ( 14)

Total^ 100.0 , (380)

Mode,= spontaneous'
Index of Dispersion = 470

TABLF: 16

Respontlent's Perpeption of Risi: at Laige vs Small Libraryt

,

'Per Cent
.

Number -

Large library

Small libtarN

Missing

e _-

72.3 "(256) c

-27.4 (

1
- (. 26)

Total.
7

100.0 38b

Mode = L61-ge Libi4Ty.
..Index of Dispersio,,k= 80%.

1 r

4
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TABLE 1

. Respondent's PeretnfGuilt Stealing from
,Differen of Libraries

Per Cent Number

Department L,aty 4.2 15)

Main Library 14.6 ( 52)

Reference 2.a 7)%.;

All 43.4 (155)

None of them 35.9 (128)

Missing ( 23)

Total 109.0 - 380.

a

-t

S.

4$

5.6

a

a
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TABLE 18

Respondent's Opinion on Ways to Curb Book Theft

Per Cent

.Electronic devices**

Heavifyline

Have more xe'roxing
,machines

ry

Student security ,

,guard

Publicity campaign

Effective 51.4

43.2
5:4

32.6

43.2
-24.1

22.4

42.1
35.5

18.6
.

45.7
35.6

7.2
40.6

51.3

'

.

Somewhat
Effective.

Ineffective

EffectiVe
SomeWhat

Effective
Ineffective

Effective
Somewhat

Effective
Ineffective

Effective
Somewhat
Effective

Ineffective

Effective
Somewhat

Effective
Ineffective

*Total (of each category) 100.0,

Number

(190)

(100)':.
( 20)

(123)

(163)
( 91)

( 84)

(158)
(133)

( 70)

(172)
i (134)

1 ( 27)'
(153)

(197)

380

* The missing rate ranged from 1 to 3.people; the index of
dispersio'n ranged from 82 to 97 per cent,

** Exit guards Wer,rated as 30 per cent in 1973 and 18 per
cent effectiVe in 1974; publicity campaigns- 21 per cent
in 1973 and-11 per cent in 1974 in the study by the
librarians at Ohio State University. They also found
that 56 per cent in 1973,and 98 per cent in 1974 thought
electronic devices to be effective in curbing.book theft.
It seems that this opinion varies with whether an elec-
tronic device .has been instilled in the 'respective
library. While 98 per cent of .the students in Commerce
'Library thought an electronic device,would.be'-effective,
only 36 per cpnt CI those in the Bio-Science Library
thought it was important. Commerce Library obtained
Check Point ift.that year, while Bio-Sciences was,without
such a device.
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Tables 19 and 20). Although the.cost of xeroxing was

'reported as being a frequent motivation for book theft,

having more xeroxing machines was viewed by only 22 per

cent of the total sample as effeCtive. This suggests that

the availabirity of xeroxing machines is not as important

as the cost of the xeroxing. Last, publicity campaigns

and, student security guards are considered ineffective.

Book Thieves Opinion

Five per cent of the sample reported stealing books.

On the average stealers said they stole three books.*,**

AlthOugh estimates of book loss are rough, the estimates)

of The Ohio State University librarians and the estimations

made from the data of this study coincide to some degree.

Given that the actual average worth of a boolCis $14.00,

the loss dile to book theft may range from $.35,000 to

$105,000per y.*** Although the larger estimate is

larger thanfthe librarians' estimate of $64,000 it, is less

* No time boundaries were given for this question. Con-
sequently, students could have meant they stole a
certain amount of books in one year or in their entire
experience at The Ohio State University.

** Respondents interpreted the question dealing with what
a person does with a stolen book in many ways. Still
of the minority who selected an alternative, 18 per
cent said they would return the book eventually, 5 per
cent said they would keep it for a collection, 0.4percent.
said they would sell it. 5 per cent said they would

. forgetabout the book and with time keep it. Fourteen
of the 19 stealers said they returned the book eventually.

*** The estimations in this study were made by multiplying
5 per.cent of The Ohio State University population times
$14:00 times °Ile times three books to get range.
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TABLE 19 ,

Respondent's Choice of Punishment for aBook Thief
who was a'Pre-med Studentdnd whose motivation

was to Prevent Others from Using the Book

57.

Per Cent. Number

No pendlty*- 1.1 ( 4)

Told to return the book and lectured
by the librarian 15.3 ( 56)

Take away library privileges for a _

year
,. .

62.0 (227)

Five days in fail and $50 fine 16.9 ( 62)

Six months in jail and $1,000 fine 4,6 ( 17)

Missing ( 1)

Total 100,0 . 380

Mode = Take away library privileges for a year
Index of Dispersion = 70%

* Six people mentioned that they could not find'the appro-
priate answer among these categories.

.

.

62
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.



..,

TABLE 20
-- .

Respondent -'s Choice of Punishment for a Book Thief
Whose Motivation was to Fulfill a Material Need

58

No penalty

Told to return the book and lectured
by the librarian

Take away library privileges
for a year

Five days in jail/And 550 fine
fr ! /

Six months in j it and $1,000 fine

Missirig
I

Total
, / -__

Per Cent Number

2.7 ( 10)

32.9
7

(120)

50.4 (184)

9.9 ( 36)

4.1 ( 15)

( 15)

100.0 380

Mode 9 take/a/way library privileges for a year
Index Of Dispersion = 78%
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TABLE 22 (continued)

* When less than five cases were in one cell th x
2
was

,corrected using Fisher's exact test. Subseq ent tables
with less than five cases in one Cell will Ile corrected
by Fisher's exact test.
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than the.$1.40,00-0' estimation made based on The Ohio State

University Library statistician's figures. Bothof the

librarians' figures were calculated using 1972 data,.*

For the most pant the demographic characteristics

and opinions of those` 'who admitted to book theft did not

differ markedly from those who did not repor.t book theft: **

Because the sample of book thieves-is small, their opinions

)nd characteristics will be presented in full. Special

note will be made of the significant differences between

the total sample and the book thieves.

While occupation and education are signifilcantly

related to each other, only the relationship between

occupation and those who steal books was significant

(See Tables 24 and 25).- In ral, more of the principal

wage earners in the families of t ose who admitted 'to 'book

theft were unskilled, uAmployed, or receiving some type of

* Students were asked if their best Friend stole' books; the
researcher's intention was to compare this rate,to the
self-,report rate. However, although the relationship
between the two is significant at the 0.00.9.1- level, the
responses of the self reportersare seldom parallel to
responses of those who admitted their best friend stole
books; The discrepancy May be a result of.a'small sample
in both cases. Consequently the analysis of questions
and how those who reported their best friend stealing

pbooks will not be presented. The researcher, perplexed
by this problem,intervieWed 15 library patrons concerning
the question to determine how they would answer the
question of their best friend stolen looks as they would_

. if the question concerned their own behavior. Most of
-Ow respondents said they would. Of the S who admitted
.their best friend stole books, 4 reported they answered
the question as themselves.

** Although no study has been made, a review' af Director's
Anhual Report 73:7A and 74-75 indicates that the book
lossrate has stabilized around this figure.

,
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t
government benefit and fewer were major. professionals,

Accordingly, the'income of these, families was lower but
i

cr.

not significantiy10.'er than that of the total sample.
..

. Forty-two per cent of the ,stealers'families as comparedto

27 per cent of the. non stealers' families earned between

$10,000 and $14,999 annually; 6.per cent o f the stealers

as compared to 26 per cent 'of the ion)-stealers' families

edrned$25,000 a year or more (See Table 26). Other

relationships are of interest, . First, a greater per cent

-of .stealers'did not receive help tO meet-their current.

educational- expenses from-theirparents Second, the most

frequent bo-ok-.theives were Arts and humanities' students

(See-Table 27). Third, 'stealers did not seem to come from

.

a
-

particular Class rank. Fourth, a greater proportion of

stealers used the library for leisure reading and; study

during Wdterms and.finals, while frequency of libr5,Ary use
-

did not seem to differ between the two groups (See Tables

28 and 29). Finally, although Poland (1971) hypothesized

that men steal more frequently than women, 53 per cent of
_ 4

the men and 47 per cent of the women reported book

theft 'in this study -(See Table 23).

Like the total sample, the overwhelming majority

01 book thieves felt book theft wa.s wrong. Howe'ver, most,

stealers did not feel the act was as Worthy'of punishment .

as the total sample did. Like the total s ample, the

stealers,, felt the most, appropriate punishment-in the

7 1
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7

71

hypothetical vignettes was taking away, Jibrary privileges

,for a year (See Tables 39 and 40). Sixty-seven per cent .

of the stealers felt depriving other patrons of the book

was the worst_ consequence of.library book theft. The mean

ofthe stealers' estimate of dollar loss due to library

book theft per year was $17,700.

Stealers' perception of how their "-best friend"

and how their parents felt about book theft was signifi-

cantly different from the general sample (See Tables 30

and 31). Although the stealers perceived their-"best
-,''

friends" and parents as not necessarily roving of

book theft, they certainly thought they were less dtsa

proving than the total sample did. A greater numb r of
,..

stealers were uncertain of how their "best friend" would

perceive library book theft than the total sample. 'This

suggests that Cameron's hypothesis that stealers hive some

group support is applicable to book theft.

In summary, like the general sample stealers
- .

viewed library book theft as an academic crime. They

differed in that they did not feel the crime is as "bad."

As the data in Table 32 shows, stealers cited not

t

being able to afford a book as a frequent motivation for

isteali9i more often than the total sample did. Thirty-
. ,

.

two per cent of the stealers felt not having enough time

. for book use in...-11-Terirrary was a frequentcause of book

theft. Twenty-six per cent of the stealers and 22, per

76

.
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TABLE 32 (continued)

* Some responses were reclassified in a way that most
.accurately reflected the initial answer. For example,
'since most people answered question 18 as morally ,wrong
the question was recoded in 2 categories: those, who said
it was ok and those who said it was not. If thit more
simplified comparison yielded a significant relationship,
more detailed analysis could be done. This process of.

reclassifying was done here and in,subsequent tables.
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cent of the stealers respectively said an extra text would

reliev the pressure of getting good grades and keeping a

text 'would reduce stiff competition. Sixteen per cent of

the stealers cited protest againSt The OhiO State Univer-
,

sity as a frequent motivation for book theft.

Like the total sample, 56 percent of the itealets.

/felt -carrying a:took-in a purse or satchel was the method
.

for stealing books (See Table 33). Sixty-seven per cent,

felt book theft was a spontaneous act (See' Table 35).

Seventy-two per cent of the stealers said 'they develop

i methods to steal books by themselves. However the stealers.

did not perceive the factors of Vleast risk" and "leagt

evil" as Smigel (1972) hypothesized. Unlike the general

sample, little difference in risk from stealing from a

large or small library was perceived byhthe stealers.

Stealers and non-stealers differed significantly in their

concept on of guilt qs'resultingfrom stealing different types of

libra s. Although non-stealets would feel less guilty

stealing from the main library, stealers_ would feel less

guilty stealing from a department library. Also, not one

book thief chose to steal from the reference room (See

I Tables 36 and 37).'

Students in the total sample and students who

admitted to book.theft-viewed curbs to booktheft in

similar ways (See Table 38). Sixty-eight per cent of the

stealers answering felt electronic devices were, an

. A

81
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2, 4

* Table 38 is presented in the same manner as Table 18.
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84

effective-means of curbing book theft. IrOaddition,
1

although the stealers were not as stringent in their view'

of "6adneSs" as thg total sample, stealers and non-stealers

chose alr6Ost equal punishments given the hypothetical

vignettes (See Tables 39 40). Thirty-seven per cent

of the stealers felt heavy fines v6z)uld be effective. Like

the general sample, stealers did not feel a student

security guard or conducting a publicity campaign were

effective-means to limit book theft.

In sum the differences between the stealers and

non-stealers were: occupational level was significantly

lower than that represented in the total sample, stealers

did not define t e`.'' adnessl of library book theft as

rigidly as did the total sample, stealers' perception of

how their "best'friends" and parents viewed the act was not

as negative as was the perception of-the total sample's

"best friends" and parents and finally, stealers did not

feel there was less.rfsk in stealing from a large library

as the majority of the total sample did nor did'they feel
.

less, guilty stealing from a larger library as the majrity

of the total sample did.

Hypotheses and Frameworls

//
The third section of this chaPter will discuss ,the

,extent to which the reseafth.supported the hypotheses

)

t)

1
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outliued in 'Chapter II.* The four division of hypotheses ,

A

that will be discUs4d are: library book'-theft as a pro-

test against bureaucracy, library book theft as a fort of

kicks, library book theft as gang behavior, and library

book theft as white collar crime.

The Ohio State University was viewed by most

students as bureaucratic.** However the only measure
A r

dealing with.bUreaucratic factors which was significantly

related with all other'tested components of the hypothesis

that stealing is in protest against "big business" was

whether tudents think thehave a say in university

policy. This measure iS--HirTiTi-F-t-o-44rex_rC_s__measure of

"low_ student dignity" (Stern, 1966). Furthermore, while

Smigel's hypothesis about "least risk" was supported by

the opinions of the total sample, stealers were equally

divided on the issue'. Only 21per=cent of the total

respondents felt stealing El/0m the main library compared

* Specific components of the library boo-r4theft phenomenon
will be considered in the discussion of the literature
from which they were derived. In additiA, these factors,
will be compared to various, components of each hypothe-
sis to see if they are significantly related. As des-
cribed in-tha,pter,II1, chi-square was used to determine ,

4 if the compbnents were significantly related at the 0.05
level. -

_

** Although 74 percent liked The Ohio State University ,

educa.fional_system and .46 per cent felt that the-univer-,
D sits, adaiiii&tration seeffied to care about the right's and

privileges of the studpnts, only 10 per cent felt there
.

, was-little red, tape at The Ohio State University, hnd
:only 12 p,er cbpt felt they had a say in university policy.
Book thieves liken' The Ohio State-University educational, A

system less than did non -bIA thieveST''`Three7folirths*
,

, ...
1 .
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tQ a department library made a fference in guilt.

TI irty -one per cent of the stealers felt there was a -.-

difference in guilt. Students did not think protest

ag inst The Ohio State University because it is like "big

buO.ness" was strong motivation for book theft. Although

peple per:ceive The*Ohio State University as bureaucratic,

this does not appear to stimulate library, book theft.

Although the hypotheses of Poland and Lundenovere

not\explored,fully, the findings,of this study indicate

that their hypotheseS do not apply to library book theft.

Few of the total sample arid even.. fewer of the stealers

felt kicks was a motivation for library book theft.

Similarly, Poland's (1971) hypothesis that book theft is

a gang type of behavior was unsupported in this research

as it was in his own study. Despite the fact that

stealers and' non-stearers_view book theft as wrong; 'a

greater portion of non stealers felt the act was illegals

and should be punished. .Furthermore, stealers were

----urCefiin about hoW their friends viewed book theft., It

seems that jt the act was a result of gang behavior, the
;

participants would be certain the opinions of their

// friends and that they woul approve of the act. The

them felt t e,university d d hot care about studentQ
rights and rivilegeS. Th direction of the stealers
in this study is the same trection of the opinions of
stealers in Oliner's and Mg uel's study (1975).,
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strongest indication that Poland's hypothesis is inappro-

i)rite is thatonlY 25 per cent of the stealers said

methods for stealing books wellearried frOm their friends.

Like. the other factors,, not all the hypotheses .

derived from using.the whlte collar,crime perspective were

supported by this study.*'

People'who admitted they stole books came from *

slightly lower middle-class background compared to the

middle-class background' of the total sample. This

relationship Is logiCal, using the white collar perspective,

given that the principal pressure motivating people to

steal books was material deprivation." Both stealers and

non-stealers felt library book theft was wrong. But fewer

stealers felt the act was illegal and deserved'punishl-

ment.*** Perception of crime was significantly' relate&

with the perceived opinion of family and friends., A

significantly greater proportion of the stealers were
a

uncertain about the opinions of their friends and felt

their parents opinion was not as negative as the total

*:Urhen typed/the question asking the respondent's grade
point was omitted. This _error was not discovered until
the researcher began to analyze-the data.

** A significant .relationship existed between those who
perceivedmaterial deprivation as a reason to steal
books-and those who were less severe in puhishing the
person represented in the hypothetical vignettes in
which material depr.ivation was the reason.

*** Occupation of parent was significantly related _to. how
a person perceived the severity of book theft, Medium
and small professionals seemed less severe.

9 4



S

sample perceived the opinaon of their "best friend" and

parents. In particular,Ithe fact that the attitude of the

"best friend" is uncertain and that the book thief

develops methods on'his own to steal makes the comparison

between theft and shoplifting not as strong. Cameron

(1964) has indicated that in-group instruction and group

supporti are essentials of shoplifting.

.90

Implications of Findings

In sum, this research has clarified motivations

_leading to, methods of and' ways to curb library book theft.

It has'pinpointed that the total sample perceived library.

book theft as wrong: In fact,, almost one-half of the

.sample felt the act was illegal and should be punished.

As.6xpected.stealers did not define act of book theft as

.negatively as the non stealers. Even though fewer stealers

than non-stealers felt library book thefi was.illegal and

even fewer stealers than non - stealers felt library book

theft waswas both iligal-and that it should be punished,

practicalliiall of the stealers felt that book theft'was

wrong.

Just as there was a discrepancy in the degree of

wrongness perceived by the stealer's and non-stealers so is

there a discrepancy between their estimates of dollar loss

to the uniiversity due to library book theft:and tween the

stealers and non-stealers. The average estimate made by

0
95 r.
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the total, sample was $56,000. The average of the

estimates madeby stealer's was $18,000. }still-, to both

stealers and nori-stealers, book theft is wrong principally

because it hinders the academic achievement of their

fellow -students: Consequently, 'the most appropriate

punishment in the eyes of book.thieves and non-book

thieves is taking away library privileges for a year.

Furthermore this study indicates that. material

deprivation is the major' motivation for stealing books.

Neither stealers nor nonTstealers were very supportive of

the motivation derived from Oliner's and Manuel's hypothe-

sis that book theft is done in protest against the

university's, bureaucracy and resemblance to "big .business"

nor pf Lunden's hypothesis that book eft is d ne for
/r/

kicks. Poland's hypothesis that th ft

students resembles gang behavior seems inappropriate"with

regards to book theft principally bec,ause hook theft is a

spontaneous act, using a method the thief develops himsey.

\\\,Bureaucratic Dactors did not influence book

theft. The total sample felt there, was.less risk in

stealing from a large library thana small one, but

l

stealers were equally divided about the issue. Further-

z(- more, perception of,gmilt did not seem to play a major.

role in choice of location 'for library book theft.,. a

//differel)Coin guilt was perceived by the respondents,

/the stealers, unlike th se in the total sample, perceived

re4
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less guilt from'stealing.frortr department libraries than:,

the main library.

Occupation 'of parent and use of library 'were the_

demographic variables which yielded a.signifl.dant.-
. ,,

difference between stealers and non-steklers. .-Stea,lers

in the lower portion of middle-class categories than the

the non - stealers which tends to explaih material deptiva---

tion or rolative deprivation which this research evidenes

, .

as a major motivation for book theft.' A greater- portion

of stealers were in the -field .of'..-arts and,hUmanities,. and
s.

were dependent on themseli;.este-.mietidUrrent educational
. . ._.. . - : . . -

expenses. !Demographic variablescless rank or field
.

of study did not significantly :affect the amount of

academic pressure. However;, .a greater number of juniors

said that the .pressure of :gosid grades and, that stiff

-competition was a motivation for book theft. .A greater
.

number of-social and behavioral scienceorofessionaj and

business administration students felt'stiff competition

was a motivation for book theft. ,Sotf."al'and behavioral .

science students felt th610IpsSure of-good'grados more

than other fields.

Fifty-one per cent of the total sample and 68 per

cent of the stbalers'felt electronic devices are effective

means of curbing book theft. .The effectiveness of

electronic devices was supported not only by the opinion

9 7,
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of the sample but by actual fact.* .Publicity campaigns

Were not thought to be:effective for the most part by
a

the, studdnts. PubUcity tdmpaj.gns have been shown only to

be effectiire during, thy' period' in which they are being
, .

, .

conducted (Galvails: .1916,-,-:,AltilOugh:both stealers and non-
.

tyoUght books are takttir,'by-.hi.-ding them in

, -

'clothing or. put"tirig.,thelh in' a. satchel .or purse; student
,

:security guards were not thought ;fo. be au effective means

of limiting book theft, by the 'sample.
.

Given the' factors. affecting, bodk: theft, the

researcher feel's that the white collar perspective

yields the best tool for analysis-of this phenomenon. The

fact that thy, stealers perceive their ?'best friends" as

II approving;uhcertaih' -rethef than. approving bl book theft akes the
-

:,analogy wf."th: shopOtingnof But he social
. . ,

class of:the .Stealers and the ,mOWapiqp of = n'aterial.
. .
..< .
deptivation. s.uggest: that the white 1,

coflar, crime, pe=rSpective is appropriate." Iii the sketch of

white ,61,l'ar crime, iit1.7.ds'.hypothesizevi- that- patrbni".Who. f

k , ,

steal -books. do s6: in reponse. lo"ecademic pressu'al. , If
*

.

,
.

some of,.the pressures spurring library book theft..c.ome

ffgm the piessu'res' ias a, student, this research

not clarify these. pietsteres::;. 'Perhaps this is, a'..ppssib/e

research topic for . edUcators

The -Commerce Library .Was r.e'pbrted a. drop -in loss rate -

'from 6 to 0:4 T)er cent. 19753 .sinCe the installa-
tion of olecfrorlc devices .

98
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For the-most part, the opicions and demographic

variables of stealers did -not.differ markedly from the

non-stealers. When significant differences do occur, it

is difficult to be sure if these differences are due to

actual variation in the opinioA.s of the stealers or a

they are-due to the small number of stealers in the sample,

Suggestions For Further Research 1-

Given the limitation and findings of this study

the following suggested research projects may clarify the

components or the library book theft phenomenon:

1. Examine the effect in attitude change produced by
the introduction of electronic devit'es.and ques-
tionnaires concerning book theft.,

2. Study other library'settings to find out if the
problem and its consequences are percei4d as in
this research:

,

3. 'Interview book thieves to explore other motiv
-tions,,methods of,:hook--..theft, and the degres- . -nature' of group'sui6ort:. . :.

,

, .. 4 '?w' ' .% ,

4: ''Examine book" theft. at small' universities to reeck
the ide'a- that theft marbe:affected'by .siZe.. This .

may.Also'be a Way of testing:Wow,b.u.rpalleraty..%,". :4

'... affects book theft. '. ' -'. . -..,,,

.. .. .

3. EXaMiive the 'Attitudestewardslook thefi in otheT:
lai*,uni'versities eithr:where the students are,:-

,' -tone ,Pplitically'in'Clined. w-herethe university-:-
.. .- , as not as well orgahized as' The Ohio Stdte

. ,.

University..

As noted in the s'ec-tion discussing,boOk thieves' opinions,
'althoOgh the number of book. thieves yas sm411, it s,epms

;

to, be,sombOdeasonable considering" the estimates of
book 1.06S.

9:9
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6. Obtain a larger sample of book thieves, perhaps by
sampling in libraries, to see if the perceived
attitudes and participation in library book theft
are similar to those who admitted.book theft as
originally hypothesized in this research.

7. Explore grade point as an intervening variable.in
academic pressure.

8. Examine type of books stolen in greateT detail.

4
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CHAPTER V. C9NELUSION

The purpose of this study has been to explore the

motivations behind, the methods of, and the ways to curb

library look theft at The Ohio State University. Four

areas of the literature were drawn upon to guide the
..

.

research. These areas ealt with library factors, bureau-
\
A

cratic factors\ universi setting factors, and white
\

collar crime factprs. So e hypotheses drawn from these-
/

include: electronic devices will curb book theft, people

steal books in polAcal protest against the university,

size and purpose of li rary affects where book theft
',.

occurs, book thieves steal for kicks,, book theft is a form

of gang behavior, people steal books because of academic

pressure and people are amb ous in their definition of

book theft.

The,'case study method las,iised because this study

was exploratory in nature. A questionnaire distributed in

mass to nite classes at The Ohio State University served

the principal research tool. Three hundred and eighty

qu stionnaires were analyzed. Ninetegn of these were

98
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completed by book thieves. Book thieves were ascertained

by self-reporting techniques. Chi-square was used to

determine the significant differences bet%*een stealers and

non-stealers. It was also used ,to determine independence

between the Components of the sets of hypotheses.

The sample was fairly representative of The Ohio

State University student population of the fall of 1975.

A proportionately greater number of juniors and seniors

were included in the sample because they have been shown

to use the library more frequently than underclassmen.

The occupation of the stealers' parent and the type of

library use were the only demographic variables on which

stealers and non stealers differ significantly. A grleater

proportion of the stealers in this study were arts and

humanities students and were dependent on themseles to

meet their current educational expenses. Motivationsg,

concerning material deprivation were most often thought by

the sample to be frequent motivations for book theft. A

greater portion of the stealers felt that stiff competition

and pressure for getting "good" grades were frequent

motivations for book theft than did the total sample. As

described by the opinions of the sample, book theft

appears to be a spontaneous act and the book thief develops

his own methods for stealing books. The most common method

appears to be carrying out the book in a purse or satchel.

Stealers and non-stealers alike think electronic devices

104
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are an effective means for curbing book theft. Finally,.

this research does not support one set of hypotheses in

its entirety. Although the sample viewed The Ohio State

University as bureaucratic, students did not think that

stealing books was done in. protest against the university.

Further, while the total sample perceived less risk steal-

, ing books from a large library, the stealers'did not

,

perceive a difference in risk between a large and a small

libraiy. Similarly, those in the total s mple who
,

perceived differencein guilt in stealing from fferent

kinds of libraries said' they would feel le gui9y

ing from the main library. Conversely, the stealers said

they would feel less guilty stealing from a deparemen-t--

library. , These -findings contradict Smigel's (1970) hypo
.

theses that people are more likely to steal from larger-
.

'organizations.

In the same manner, the opinions of the steajers

and non-stealers indicate that the motivation of kicks and

book theft as a gang behavior are not applicible to the

library book theft phenomenon. Lastly, this research sug-

gests that book theft is a form of white collar crime.

.While material deprivation is considered a frequent moti-

vation, the research did not identify the pressures that

affect the person in his role as a student. Although

the attitudes of the stealer, the stealers' "best friends"

and parents appear to be significantly different from

105
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those of the total sample the attitudes are not supportive

of book theft. ,"For/ these people book theft is less

../ .

"wrong" th?zfo the total sample'.

-Finally, although the sample of stealers is small,

it seems reasonable considering the estimations made by

the librarians at The Ohio State University. If one

combines the data librarians gathered iri their 1973-7S. study

and the data of this research it appears the loss rate

hovers around 10 per cent of students or approximately

$70,000 worth of missing books.

In conclusion, this research has described the

methods involved in, the considerations of, and the moti-

vations behind library book theft on the basis of the
I

opinions of stealers and non- stealers. The findings served

-.to clarify some factors apparently not involved in book

theft, namely kicts as a motivation and gang behavior as

a form, Further, this research has suggested,library

book theft as a for4f white collar crime- This research

however, has contributed'a description by participants in

library book theft and by the students. In this way, this

`research has begun to fill the gap present in the litera-

ture on library book theft and' as pointed the way for

further research. Finally, this research may be used by

librarians when they evaluate means to deter book theft.

It may also aid librarians in determining the financial an

circulation goals the library wants to meet. Although t is

study focused only on academic libraries, and it is'not,.

106
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Awn if patrons of academic libraries are similar to
"f"

library patrons outside the academic setting, the following

discussion might also be useful to librarians outside the

academic community.

The opinions of stealers and non-stealers alike,

indicate that financial loss is not the most important

conse ue_nce of library book theft. To these people,

dep ving other patrons of the library book is the worst

conse ence of this theft. It indeed may be that in an abso-

lute sense stealing library books is as wrong as stealing

any other item. Yet given the fact that students feel the

- most appropriate punishment is taking away library

privileges for a year, it, is questionable if publicly

5

labeling library book, theft as a crime would beacceptable

by the academic community. While the threat of prosecu-

tion may deter the crime, employing t e proper structure

necessary to apprehend and prosecute tudents may be

difficult.* For example, how would tt e university community

, feel about having police officers around the library and

arresting book thieves? This research indicatesthat most

students feel fines of $50.00 or more and jail sentences
A

are inappropriate punishments. Further, it is doubtful

police would give this crime high priority .unless the

university community strongly demanded it', if hen.

Not enough time has passed to evaluate the recent action
of the library to use the Ohio Code'.
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Since this and other studies Indicate that theft is

a result of need perhaps the best solution to the,book

th t problem is to supply more book°s. The librarians
. ,

and the community believe that a wide circulation is the

most important function of-t yalibrary, Perhaps then. /

librarians should spend money that would go' for security

guards, turnstiles or electronic devices onextra copies

of popular and current books. The researcher is not

suggesting that eliminating protection devices would stop.
4

. book theft: What the researcher is suggesting is th"at

money spent on these devices might be betterspent on
--!

buying multiple copies of frequently used-books. While. r

the cost may be' the same,.4the potential for meeting.'

the goal of wide circulation is greater. Further V/
7

concentrating. on what books are most frequently used and 11

wanted the librarians will be more concerned with

fulfilling the needs of, theipatrons and the univer-

sity community rather than limiting the opportunities.

for fulfilling those needs, Is that not what librarians

%2should be concerned with in the Ifirst place?
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRES

LIBRARY BOOK THEFT

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine some of_
the factors concerning library book loss at Ohio State.
Please do NOT put your name on this questionnaire. Several
steps are being taken to guarantee your anonymity. Since
many of the questions concern attitudes, there are no
necessarily right or wrong answers. Please answer each
question as completely and honestly as possible.

These questions deal with your opinion and experience with
book loss at the OSU libraries in the last year.

1. How often haVe you been a.

able to find a book you b.

wanted at OSU libraries c.

within, the last school d.

year?

2. Do you think the princi- a,
ple reason could not
find the book was...

b.

c.

d:

3. What,-in your opinion a.

is the worst conse-
quence of book theft b.

c.

d..

105
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0 times
1-3 times
4-6 times
more than 7 times

because you did not
understand how to use
the library system
because the book was
not listed in the card
catalOg
because-the book was
mis-shelved
because the book was
stolen

financial cost to the
university
inconvenience to the
patron because the.
person wastes time
it makes the person,
frustrated
it deprives other
patrons of the_use of
the book



4. What do you estimate is
the dollar loss to Ohio

.State University each
year because ob book
theft?

106

How effective or ineffective would each of the following
techniques be in curbing book theft?

5. To install electronic a.

devices like Check Point b.

in the Commerce LibrAry-- c'

.

c6. To have a student security a
guard at the exit. b.

c. .

7. To heavily fine-(515.00 , a.
or more) anyone appre- b.
hended for stealing a book

8. To have more xeroxing
machine` b.

9. To have a publicity
campaign explaining
the bad consequences of c.
book theft

c.

a.

b.

effective
somewhat effective
ineffective

effective
somewhat effective
ineffective
effective
somewhat effective
ineffective

. effective
somewhat effective
ineffective
effective
somewhat effectiye
ineffective

NEXT, These questions are, designed to tap yout opinion on
why people steal books.

People steal books because ...

10. They feel they don't have a.
enough time to use the b.
books in the library c.

. *

11. They cannot afford to . a.

buy a book for a course b.
or project c.

12. They feel pressured to a2-

got good grades and feel b,

an extra reference or c.

text will get them a
better grade

13. Xeroxing'is too expensive a.

b.
c.

often
sometimes
rarely

often
sometimes
rarely

often
sometimes
rarely

often
sometimes
rarely
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14. It serves as a protest a. often
against OSU. They think b. sometimes
OSU is like
business"

"big c. rarely
ti

15. To see wheither-they a. often
outsmart the

,can
library b. sometimes

personnel c. rarely

16. Competitio is stiff and
to

a. often
they want make sure b. sometimes
no one els
book

17. How many b

uses the .

oks has your

c. . rarely

best frien

18. Library bo

. 19. HOw many ti
you use the
System?

taken?,

k theft, is... .a.

b.

c.

d.

S a week do a.

OSU,library .b.

1 ,. c.
d.'

ok because books are
part of the learning
resources of the univer-
sity and belong to the
student
morally wrong
illegal

.

illegal and should'be
punished

0 times
1-3 times
4-5 times . .

more than C,times

20. '(Check-as many as apply) a. to- study
I use the libraiy.... b. '-7-7- to use'?eference books

and research taterialS
c. to study only during

Midterms and finals .

for leisure readj.ngd.

. Please select t e one besf response for people in ea ;h Of
the following s tuations

21. The book th ef is a pre- ,a.

med student whose motive b.

is to keep chemistry
text so non of the per-
son's fello students
,could use i c.

. d.

112

no penalty
told to return the book
and then lectured by a
librarian on th.e., evils
of book theft
take away the person's
library privileges for
a year
5 days in jail and
$50 fine.

ss.
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22. The hOok thief is a,p a.

son whose Lather can b.
less than 510,000, at y ar
The thief steals a text:
and reference books to
s'tudy, for a history test. c.

. 23. How would yofir best
frigid react to sOtheone
whb stole a bobk from
the library?.

,

Hey 17oUld your family?

A

-24. a you were to steal a
book which method would
you use?

25. DO you think people
.generally...

26, Do you think people..,

113

d.

et

a.

b.
c.

d.

e.
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6 months in jail and
$1,000 fine

no penaly
told to return the book
and then lectured by a
librarian on the evils
of book theft
-take away the person's
library privileges for
a year
5 days in jail and $50
fine
6 months in jail and
$1,000 fine .

strongly approve
approve
uncertain
disapprove
strongly disapprove

.a. ' strongly approve
b. --r approve

-----:-.

c.. uncertain
d. disapprove
ee' strongly disapprove

a.

b.

c.

d.

a.

b.

a.

b.

writing in a false-date
hiding in clothing
carrying in purse.or

satchel
otheri please specify

spontaneously decide
to take a book
plan to take a book
before they use the
library that day or,
night

learn from their.-"
friends how to take
books
OR
develop methods to
take books by them-
selve



SNOW, These questions deal with characteristics of people
filling out this questionnaire

27. What is your sex? a. male
b. female

109

28. What is the occupation'of your parentswho contributes the
most to your family's income? Please list the exact
title, his or her responsibilities.

What is his or her highest level of education?

Your family's combined income is

a. less than $
1,

000 a year
b. $ 5,000 9,999 a year
c. $10,000 S14,99 a year
d. $15,000 - ;$24,999 a year
e. $25,000 o more a year

A
How much of ypur living a. 0

and school expenses does b. 5a
your family pay for? c.. 50%

d 75%
100%

29. What is your major (department)?

30. What is your class rank?.
a. first quarterl freshman
b. freshman---
c. sophomore

. d. junior
e. senior.
f. , graduate (Master's level)
g. graduate (Ph.D.. level)
'h. professional, please specify
i. , other, please specify

31. How many books have you ever stolen (borrowed without
letting theklibrary know) from the OSU libraries?

Please estimate the average value of each, book



32. If you stole book (bor- a.
rowed without etting the b.
library know) w' t did
you do with it?

33. Do you think there is
less risk stealing a
book from a ....

34. Would you feel less
guilty stealing a book
from

35. Would you recommend to
your best friend to
attend OSU?

If yes, 'would it be .

because...

c.
d.

e.

a.

\ b.

b,

c.

d.

e,

a.

b.

36. You like the type of a.

educational system b.

37. The university admi
istration seems to
about the rights an
privileges of the
students

38. There is little "red
tape" at OSU

- a,

ire b.

39. Students have a say in
the way professors
teach, how money is
spent in the policies in
general

110

return it eventually
keep it for acollec-
tion
sell it
forget about the book
and with time keep it
didn't steal the book

large library at OSU
small library at OSU

your department's
library

the main library
the reference room
all equally
one of them

ye
no

yes
no

yes
no

a. dyes
b, no

a.,

b:

yes
no

Please write any comments and suggestions you have about
the questionnaire on the back of the LAST nage of the question-
naire. Then return the questionnaire to the lady distri-
buting them today. \,
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THANK YOU
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APPENDIX B

The Ohio State University Poll's Distribution of Fall 1976
Students/The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio

TABLE 41

Field of Study

'Per Cent , Number

Agriculture 7 (24)

Social and behavioral 10 (31)

Arts and humanities 8, (26)

Physical and biological science 10 (29)

Professional . 18 (54)

Business administration 12 (37)

Education. 17 (54)

Engineering 47 (21)

Other 10 (29)

4/
Total 100 \ 305

TABLE 42

.

Graddate

Seniors

Juniors

Sophomores

Freshmen

15

37

19

19

. 15

26)

(1r14)

(59)

(57)

(47)

1

Total , 100 305

11111111011117.=1111IM
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TABLE 43

Parent's Occupation

. 112

Per Cent Number

Businessmen 39 (121)

White collar 21 (66),

Blue collar 21 (66)

Farmers 2 (7)

Unemployed, (16)

Don't know or not applicable 10 (29)

Total . 100 305

TABLE 44

Parent's Incomg.

Per Cent Number

Greater than $40,004.

$30,000 - $39,999

$24,000 - $29,999

$18,000 $23,999

$14,000 $17,999

$11,000 - $13,999

$ 8,000 $10,999

Less than $9,959

Don't know or not applicable

f I

8 (26)

6 (1.9)

7 (20)

1.3 (39)

11 (35)

10 (29)

7 (22)

6 (18)

32 (97)

Total. 100'
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